original, has had the task of creating the taste by which he is to be enjoyed." For "Genius is . . . the application of powers to objects on which they had not before been exercised, or the employment of them in such a manner as to produce ef fects hitherto unknown."3 As critics of contemporary poetry, we should take these words to heart, for surely in the 1970's the weight of the previous literary age lies heavy upon us. Brought up on Wellek and Warren's Theory of Literature, and trained to define the musical structure of Four Quartets or the role of the persona in "Hugh Selwyn Mauberley," we naturally fall into the trap of judging the poetry of our own time according to the criteria of the preceding age, to apply a Because the New Criticism is so often misleadingly identified with Formalism, we tend to overlook the central fact that the New Criticism was, despite its con cern for aesthetic structure and intrinsic value, first and foremost concerned with of the reader can accept as coherent, mature, and founded on the facts of ex perience," and that "The 'greatness' of literature cannot be determined solely by literary standards."9
Symbolist aesthetic to a poetry defiantly written in a post-Symbolist idiom. It is a commonplace of current literary theory that the New Criticism is dead. But if the New Criticism has failed contemporary poetry, it is not, as is argued all too frequendy, because the New Critics insisted on the autonomy of the text
The New Criticism, in short, never practiced what it so insistently preached: that "A poem should not mean but be." On the contrary, the elucidation of meaning, the more complex and elusive the better, has been the primary concern 
